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PREFACE: 


R Clarke's Soripture Doctrine of 
the T rmity, is a Book drawn 
up in ſuch a Method, that (I think) J 
there are but Two ways poſſible for C 

0 

5 


Any man to write a juſt Anſwer to it. 


{ The Fiſt is, by ſhowing diſtinctly, 
that He has: miſtaken and miſ. interpre- | 
ted Al}, or at leaſt the Principal 1exts 
of Scripture, which he has cited. ! 


Now This Method Dr Waterland 13 
has wholly neglected. And taking it {3 
for granted; that the Metaphyſical Hy- 1 
Potheſer or Opinions of the Fathers, are 
the Rule of Truth; and that from 
1 thoſe 
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The FRAEFICE 
thoſe Hypotheſes (though very dif. 


ferent from each other ,,) certain- 
Conſeſuences follow according to the 
Modern way of philoſophical Reaſon- 

ing, (ſuch as the Fathers themſelves, 
thoſe of the Three Firſt Centuries at 
leaſt, never thought of ;) from hence 
ke concludes, that the Senſe he con- 
tends for, may and muſt (though he 
never ſhows how it poſſibly Can) be 
put upon the Texts of Scripture. 


The Other way of canfuting Dr 
Clarke, is by examining the Truth of 
All or the Principal of his Propoſitions , 
and ſhowing either their Inconſiſtency 
with each other, or the Inſufficiency 
of the Grounds upon which they e are 
built. 


This Method alſo, Dr Water land 
has entirely omitted; and inſtead of 
attempting to refute Dr C's Propo- 


ſitions, he has only endeavoured to 


ſhow that the Dr has miſtaken or miſ- 
tranſlated 
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tranſlated ſome few particular Paſlages 
of the Fathers. Which, ſuppoſing it 


were true in Mapy more inte es than 
Dr V. alleges, would not yet at all 
affect the Merits of the Cauſe. But 
as I am fully fatisfied that the greateſt 
part even of Thoſe very Obſervations, 
are in Truth the Miſtakes of Dr V. 
himſelf, and will in due Time be di- 
ſtinctly ſhown to be ſuch; ſo I doubt 
not — Dr Clarke will always be very 
ready to acknowledge and to correct, 
upon every opportunity, all the real 
Miſtakes he ſhall find himſelf to haye 
been guilty of. 


In the mean time, 'tis a ſtrange 
way of refuting any Notion; inſtead 


of citing an Author's Principal Aſſerti- 
ons in his Own IWords, to make only 


general References to a few incidental 
Sentences z and from thence, by ima- 
ginary Deductions, to make an Author 
J ſay what he has not ſaid, and whatever 
his Antagoniſt Fanſies and ſuppoſes and 
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very uncertain 
Signification, but of certain Reproach, 
among careleſs and inconſiderate Rea- 
ders. In thus doing, Dr V. does not 
confute Dr Clarke, but his Own Ima» 


ginations, Which "be ſets up in the 
Dr's place; whilſt he leaves almoſt all 


the moſt material Texts, and abſolutely 
every Propoſition in Dr CF's Book, un- 


aniwecred and indeed untouch'd. 
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imagines ity he ſt a7 or ſhould 
have ſaid; and * to endea 
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O R, 
A Brief and Diſtinct ANSWER to 


D Waterland's QUERIES, c. 


— 


(i) am the Lord, and 
there is none elſe; There 
is no key beſides me. 
Ia. 45. 5. 

50 diere a God beſides 
(2) me? Lea, There is 


no God, I know not any, 


4/4. 44. 8. 

{ (3) am God, and 
there is none like ine ; 
Before me there was no 
God form'd, neither ſhall 


TEXTS alleged by D W. to be compared. 


there be after me, I/. 46.9. 


B 


The Word was (4) 
God, Jab 1. 1 

Thy Throne, O (5) 
God, Heb. 1. 8. 

Chriſt came, who is 
over all (6) God bleſſed 
for ever, Rom. g. 5. 

Who being! in the Form 
(7) of God, Phil. 2. 6. 

Who being the Bright- 
neſs (8) of his Glory 
and the expreſs Image of 


his Perſon, Heb. 1. 3. 
b Nite 


(25 


. Aer on the . 


04 1 Piet my Being, Suhſtance, or Efence; but L, ry 
elf, perſonally. And there 2s none elſe ; not only Nullum 
alʒiud, but, Nullus als, 

(2) Me ; perſonally. 

(3). 7; perſonally again. 

(J God; who was with GOD, and by whom GOD made all 
things. He was with the Ons God. the Father, OF whom 
are all things ; and he was himſelf the One Lord, BY 
whom are al] things, 1 Cor. 8, 5. | 

(5) Thy Throne, O God, 5 for ever : For, ver. 9, God, even 
THY Cod, hath anointed the. 

(6) See Dr 27 Scripture-Dodrine, pag. 75, 2d Edit. 

(7) Vho being 7 zn the Furm of God, ## agraywov iynouTo 79 
20 ion 36, yet did not aſjums to himſelf to be [honoured] 
as, or hike unto, God. 

(8) The Brirhtn? ſs of bn Father's Glory, and the expreſs 
lnage of | his Father s Ferſon. 


I. 


& TVhether all other Beings, beſides the one Si- 
e preme God, be not excluded by the Texts 0 
% Iſaiah, (tro which many more might be added,) 

« and conſequently, whether Chriſt can be God 
at all, unleſs be be the _ with Fw en 
„God. 


Anſw. HE word, [“ Beings, *] in This Qnue- 

il & ry, is a great and plain Abuſe of all 
the Texts referred to. For hy Texts of Iſiah, 
do all of them, mo/? expreſcly, fpeak of a Perſon, 
and not of a BEING as diſtinguiſhed from 2a Per- 
(on. 4 the Letter to che late Reverend Mr 4 
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M. p. 132, G. By thoſe Texts therefore, all 
' other Perſons as well as Beings, are expreſsly 
excluded from being what He, who there 
ſpeaks, declares himſelf Alone to be. From whence 
tis evident that the Texts in Iſaiab, muſt needs 
be underſtood of Him only, who Alone has all 
Perfections and all Dominion abſolutely in and of 
2 wa; original, underived, and independent on 

To ask therefore, whether Chriſt CAN be 
« 2 at all, unleſs he be the ſame with the ſupreme 
< God,” is to ask, whether the Scripture has 
done rightly ; in ſtyling him Gad, when at the ſame 
time it is on all hands confeſſed, that he 1s not 
He who alone has all Per feckions and all Dominion 
abſolutely in and of bimſelf, original, underived, 
and independent on Any; that is, that he is not 
The Firſt Cauſe, The One God, OF whom are all 
#bings, 1 Cor. 8, 6, but that he is the Son of 
That God and Facher of all 


| QUERY It: 


© Whether the Texts of the New Teſtament Ci in the 

< ſecond Column) do not fhew that He (Chriſt) 
« 75 not excluded, and therefore muſt be the 
" Oy God? | 


Anſw.FHE New Teſtament expreſsly de- 
clares, that the On? God, of whom 
are all Things, is the Father, 1 Cor. 8, 6; even 
He who alone has all Perfe@ions, and all Domi- 
mon „ in and of 2 original, unde- 
B b 


rived, 


"RFI 
rived, and independent on Any : And that Chriſt 
is not This Firſt Cauſe, This One God OF whom 
are all things, but the Lord | or God || BY whom 
are all thin ge, by whom the Father made all 
things. The Texts of the New Teſtament ” 
cited above by Dr. V. himſelf upon this Head, 
iin the ſecond Column, do all of them plain- 
ly ſhew the ſame thing; As is evident in the 
Notes upon them. Arid the abſurdity of Thoſe, 
who underſtand the Apoſtle's Words, | To US 
there is but One God, the Father, of whom are all 
things, | nct perſonally, but eſſentially, as inclu- 
ding the Son likewile ; is learnedly and excellently 
expoſed by the judicious Biſhop Pearſon, in his 
Account of the like Words in the firſt Article of 
the Creed, © In vain (fayshe) is That vul- 
« gar Diſtin&ion applied unto the Explication of 
e the Creed, whereby the Father is conſidered 
«© both perſonally and - eſſentially perſonally, 
& as the firſt in the glorious Trinity, with 
Relation and Oppoſition to the Son; ef- 
ſentially, as comprehending the whole Tri- 
*.nity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, For 
that the Son is not here comprehended in the 
Father, is evident, not only out of the original 
* or occaſion, but alſo from the very Letter of 
e the Creed, which teaches us to believe in God 
* the Father, and in His Son. For if the Son 
were included in the Father, then were the Son 
e the Father of Himſelf. As therefore when I 
e ſay, 1 believe in Feſus Chriſt his Son, | muſt 
« neceſlarily underſtand the Son of that Fa- 
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(3-3 
& ther, whom I mentioned in the firſt Article z 
« ſo when I ſaid, I believe in God the Father, I 
&© muſt as neceſſirily be underſtood of the Father 
«* of Him, whom I call his Son in the ſecond. 
80 2 Pear ſon on the Creed, pag. 32. Edit. 
* 4th. NE 


QUER Y HI. 


&« Whether the Word (God) in Scripture, can 
* reaſonably be ſuppos'd io carry an ' ambiguous 
ce meaning, or be us'd in a different Senſe, 
© when applied to the Father and Son, in the 
& ſame Scripture, and even in the ſame Verſe ? 


5 (See Joh. I. 1.) | | 
Anſw. THAT © the word (God) in Scrip- 


« ture,” 1s © uſed in a different 
ce Senſe, ” but yet does not © carry an ambigu- 
© ous Meaning“, is moſt evident from This very 
Obſervation, that © ir is applied ta the Father 
and Son, in the ſame Scripture, and even in the 
* ſame} erſe.” For God who was with God, evi- 


dently is not :he God whom he was with, And the 


God or Lord, (compare Job. 1, 1, and 1 Cor. 
8, 6,) by whom are all things, by whom the Fa- 
ther made all things; evidently is not The One 
God, the Father, OF whom are all I hings. The 
Truth is : The Word, Ged, in its abſolute and 
primary Senſe, ſignifies the - Firſ# Cauſe, even 
Him who Alone has all Perfections and all Domi- 
nion ab ſolutely in and of himſelf, original, unde- 

1 riv'd, 


LY I 
rio, and independent on Any. Otherwiſe it 
would follow, either that God was not a Being 
of All PerfeQions ; or elſe that, to be the Firſt 
and Unoriginate Caufe of all things, is no Per- 
fection. But now in Scripture, the ſame Word 
is ſometimes uſed in a different Senſe ; viz. to de- 
note him who is not Himſelf the Firft Cauſe, but 
by whom the Firſt Cauſe produced all Things. 
Dr. V. himſelf allows it, to be ſometimes ſa 
uſed ; and yet at the ſame time, by a ſtrange 
contradiction, contends that it is not uſed in aif- 
ferent Senſes. r T8 - 


QUERY VV. 


« Whether, ſuf poſing the Scripture-Notion of God 
e to he no more than that of the Author and 
„ Governor of the Univerſe, or whatever it 
e be, the admitting of Another to be Author 
& 3nd Governor of the Univerſe, be not ad- 
ce mitting another God; contrary to the Texts 
before cited from Iſaiah; and alſo to Iſai. 
© 42, 8.—— 48, 11. where he declares, He 
« will not give his Glory to Another > 
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Aijw. FE HE Notion which both Scripture 
"+01 and Reaſon gives us of God, is, not 


only that He is the © Aut hor and Governor of 


55 


'& rhe Univerſe, ” but that he is of Himſelf, by 
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' bis own original, underived, ſelf-ſufficient, inde- 4 


" pendent Power, the Alone Htthor and Governor of | 
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his af, 
.the Univerſe, the Father (or Firft Gong of 
wham are all things, 1 Cor. 8, 6; the Father 
of All, who is above all, Epheſ. 4, 6. This“ Glory 
He Twill not, he cannot, give to Another; 
nor will he permit it to be given to another. This 
would be indeed “ admitting Another God. ” But 
to ſay that the admitting Another, Through whom 
are all Things; Another, M whom the Father 
made the Worlds; To ſay that this is “ contrary 
60 2 the Texts before cited from [{alah, ry 18 Pre- 
{umptuoully affirming in direct and expreſs words, 
that the Doctrine of St. John and St. Paul, is 
contrary to the Texts of Iſaiah, _ EL 


QUERY V. 


Whether Dr Clarke's pretence, that the Autho- 
« rity of Father and Son being One, tho they 
<« are two diſtin Beings, makes them not to be 
* Zwwo Gods, As 2 King upon the Throne, and 
* his Son adminiſtring the Father's Govern- 
“ ment, are not two Kings; he not trifling and 
& inconſiſtent 2 For, F the King's Son be not 
* King, he cannot truly be called King; if 
& he is, then there are two Kings. So, if the 
e Son be not God in the Scripture-Notion of 
“ God, he cannot truly be called God, and 
« then how is the Doctor conſiſtent with Scrip- 
ture, or with himſelf? But if the Son be truly 
© God, there are two Gods upon the Doctor's Hy- 
pot heſis, as plainly as that one and one are 
1 Bb 4 „ 


* rer 
2 I,” : i 
we 


(8) 


de tuo: and ſo all the Texts of Iſaiah cited a- 


. bove,” befides others, ſtand full and clear 
« againſt the Doctor's Notion. | 


e/Inſw. i 22 Argument in this Query, is : 

| It a Son be not King in the very 
ſame ſenſe as his Father is, he cannot truly be ſti- 
led Kzng at all: If the Son of God be not God in 
the very Same Senſe as the Father is, (that is, if he 
has not Al Perfed ions and All Dominion abſolutely 
in and of himſelf, original, underiv?d, and inde- 
pendent on Any,) he cannot be God at all. But 
the Scripture, on the contrary, expreſsly diſtin- 
guiſhes him from The God, of whom are ul things > 
from the God who Alone is the original Author, 
Father, and Firſt Cauſe of all things; and never 
ſpeaks of him as having All PerfeFions and All 
Dominion abſolutely in and of himſelf, original, 


underived, and independent on An). Yet at the 


ſame time it Truly and Juſtly calls him (what 
Dr, V. ſays © be cannot in this caſe “ Truly 
« be called,) God,” Indeed, if © he were not 


“ God in the Scripture Notion of God, [in That 


Notion wherein the - Scripture uſes the Word 
God, when it ſpeaks of the Son; ] © he could 


© not Truly be called, God. But he 5 Truly calbd 
: God ; And yet, without controverſy, he 1s not 


God in That Scripture-Notion of God, where- 
in the Apoſtle defines The One God to be The 
Father (or Firſt Cauſe ) of whom are all things. 
But (ſays Dr.) © if the Son be tru:y God, 
there are Two Gods upon the Doctor's Hypothe- 
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* fit, as plainly as that One and One are Two. - "0 
Lanſwer. Though the Scripture calls Magiſtrates, 
Gods, in one ſenſe; and Angels, Gods, in another 
ſenſe ; and Chriſt, God, in a third ſenſe, very 
different from Both the former, as being That 
Lord (1 Cor. 8, 6, ) or God (Joh. 1, 1, ) 
BY whom are all things; yet it is nev ertheleſs i- 
fallibly true, that in the ablolute and hi gheſt ſenſe 
of the word God, as ſignifying the Firſt Cauſe, 
O F whom are all things : as ſignifying Him who 
Alone has All Perfetions and all Dominion abſo- 
butely in and of himſelf, original, underived, and 
independent on Any; in This ſenſe (I ſay) there 
is ſtill (as St. Paul aſſures us) but One God, 
even the Father, of whom are all things; the 
One God and Father of All, who is above all and 
throuzh all and in us all, This 1s the Univerſal 
Voice of Nature and Reaſon : This is the expreſs 
and ſolemn Declaration of the Apoſile : And 
19 This is the Anſwer our Saviour himſelf gave to 
the very ſame Objection made to him by the 
Jews; Fob. x, 33, The Jews anſwered him, 
1 ſaying, = Tha being a Man, makeſt thy ſelf 
1 God. Je ſius anſwered them, Is it not written in 
your Law, I ſaid, Te are Gods 2 Jf be called Them 
Gods, unto hom the word of Ged came, 
and the Scripture cannot be broken, Say ye 
of Him whom the Father hath ſan#ified and 
2 into the World, Thou blaſpbemeſt, becauſe 
[ ſaid, I am the Son of God? But Dr Va- 

zerland, in His Scheme, has taken No care to 
maintain the Unity of God in Any ſenſe what- 
ſoever; 


— ns 


610) 
ſoever; having contented himſelf to aſſert an 
Unity of Meraphyſical Subſtance, without Any 
Unity of God at all. For Two ſupreme intelli- 
gent Agents, Two {upreme Perſons, * Real Per- 

: #0 ſons, equally ſupreme 

* © [certainly mean a Re- in all Operation, Power, 
© al Perſon. —1 add, that and Dominion over the 


& each divine Perſon is an In- : i 
© dividual Intelligent Agent. Univerſe 5 however un- 
. But as ſubſiſting in One divided in metaphyſical 
a l 1 W Subſtance; are ſtill Two 
* are together, 27 {ha : : 
E reſpect, — One undi vi- N Teo Gods in Er 
< 72d Intelligent Agent. And on, Too ſupreme 2 Us 
« THUS ” [ viz, by affirming ſes and Lords of all 
Three individual Intelligent things, ** as plainly as 


Agents, to be but One undi- (, 
vided Intelligent Agent, ] 5 that. One and One are 
* my Friends ftand clear of Too. And now, 


« Trithæiſin. Defence of ( if {ich Expreſſions 
Jome Queries &c. p. 350. were of good Exam- 

ple, ) might I not here 
ask Dr V. in his own Words; Is it not © rrifling 
and inconſiſtent, * in Him who'every-where 
eflerts Two Gods, ſupreme and really co-or- 
dinate in Dominion and Power, to pretend 
that he maintains the Unizy of God, merely 


'becauſe he ſuppoſes his Two Gods to be undi- 
, vided in metaphyſical Subſtance? As if mere 


metaph ſical Sub/?ance, abſtract from all con- 
fideration of Underſtanding, Will, Power, and 
Dominion, were 'the Scripture-Notion of 


60D. 


TFXTS 


(7) 


— ener teens 


—B— 


TEXTS, proving an Unity of divine Attributes 


— 


in Father and Son, applied 


Jo the one God. 


I 


Thou, even Thou on- 


ly, knoweſt the Hearts ot | 
all the Chiidren of Men, 
I Kings 8. 39. 


I, the Lord, ſearch the 
Heart; I try the Reins, 
. 10. 

I am the firſt, and J 
am the laſt, and beſides; 
me there is no God, I/. 
44, 6. 
 I(4)ama and a, the 
beginning and the end, 
Rev. 1. 8. | 
King of Kings, and 
Lord of Lords, 1 Tim. 
J 
The mighty God, Iſai. 
n | 


| 


Lord over all, Rom. 


Io the Son. 


He knew (1) all Men, 
G. Joh. 2. 24. Thou 
knoweſt ail Things, 
Job. 16. 30. Which 
knoweſt the Hearts of 
all Men, A&s 1. 24. 
lam he (2) that ſearch- 
2th the Reins and the 
Heart, Rev. 2. 
I am the-(3) firſt, 
and I am the laſt, Rev. 
1. fo 


I (4) am à and a, the 
beginning and the end, 
Rev. 22. 13. 

Lord (5) of- Lords, 
and King of Kings, Rev. 
17, 14..I9, 16. 

The (6) mighty God, 
Iſa, g. 6. 

He is (7) Lord of all, 
Afts 10. 36. ada 
Over all, (8) God 


* 


_— 


bleſſed, &c. Rom. 9. 5. 
1 


1 


Notes on the Texts. 


(I) (2) See Dr. C's Scripfure-DoEtrime, c. 2d Edit, 
er. 118, 290, and 294, | 
(3) (4) Had Doctor M. cited theſe Texts entire, the Senſe 


ol them would have been evident. The words ſpoken of the 


FATHER, are [hele, Rev. 1, 8, I am Alpha and Ome- 
ze, the Beginning and the End, ſaith the Lord, | in ſeveral 
MSS „% 5 $6dg, the Lord God,] which is, and which was, 
and which ts to come, | the perſonal and diſtinguiſhing cha- 
racter of the Father, ver. 1; ] the Almighty, [ Gr. 6 aav- 
waxes xe, the ſupreme Lord over All.] The words ſpoken 
ofthe SO N, are Theſe, Rev. 1, 11, I am Alpha and Ome- 
ge, the Firft and the Laſt, | But the Words are not found 
in moſt of the Greek MSS. ] Rev. 1 ; 17, 18, lam the Firſt 
and the Laft; Iam He that Liveth and was Dead, and be- 
Bold am alive for evermore. Rev. 2, 8, Theſe thinss 
farth the Firft and the Laſt, which was Dead, and is Alive : 
[Theſe explicatory Texts Dr W. quite omits.) Rev. 3, 14, 
The Bepiuning | or Head, Ax, ] of the Creation of God. 
Rev. 22; 12, 16, / am Alpha and Omega, the Beginning 
and the End, the F:rft _ the Laſt ; — the 
Noot an the Offsprins 1 el 4 x, T9 450 of Da- 
erd, and th- #4 E „ — A I2, 
2, * Author and Fini{ber, [ agx1390 g TeAorHv, ] of our 
Faith. 
(5) Rev. 19; 15, 15. H treadeth the Wine-preſs of the 
ercen2ſs and wrath | Ts Od 94 TlarroxgdTop © ] of Al- 


mighty God; And hs hath on his Veſture, and on his Thigh 


a Name writt:n, Ning of Kings and Lord of Lords. 
(69 The true Senſe of the word in this place, is evident 
from the Context. See Dr C's Script. Doctr. pag. 336, 
24 Edit. | 
(7) He is Lord of all. Both of Fews and Gentiles : 
As appears from the Context, Ver. 34 and 35. | 
(8): See Dr Cs Scripture-Doctrine, pag. 75. 2d 
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QUERY V. 


& Whether the ſame Characteri ſticks, eſpecially 


« ſuch eminent ones, can reaſonably be underflood 
„ two diſtinct Beings ;, and of one Infinite and 
ce Independent, the other Dependent and Finite ? 


Anſw. (I.) JF the Characters being the Same 

and ſo Eminent, be a Reaſon why 
they cannot be underſtood of Two; they 
can no more be underſtood of Iwo diſtinct 
Perſons, than of Two diſtin& Beings. Be- 


cauſe, being all of them Perſonal Characters; 


when they are underſtood of One, they are un- 
derſtood, not of the Being, but of the Perſon. 
But, (2.) They are indeed none of them the 
Same: Becauſe Powers derived and underived ate 
no more the Same, than the Perſons 3re, to whom 
they reſpectively belong. (3.) As to the invi- 
dious inſinuation couched under the words, finite 


and infinite; the Anſwer is plain. If by the 
word, infinite, be meant infinite in ALL Perfe- 
ctions; then Dr Waterland, by denying the Son 


to have All Perfections and All Dominion ab ſo- 
lutely in and of bimſelf, original, under ived, and 
independent on Any, either himſeIF denies the Son 
of God to be infinite, in the ſame ſenſe where- 


4n he charges Dy Clarke with denying him to be 


ſo; or elſe he muſt maintain, that This Prime, 
this Greateſt, and perhaps only incommunicable- 
Perfection 
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Perfection of the Firſt Cauſe, is No Perfe@ion 
at all. 


QUERY Vll. 


5c pet ber the Father's Omniſcience and Eter- 
« nity are not one and oy jar with the Son's ; 
2 . alike deſrrib'd, and in the ſame phraſes ? 


Anſw.? Nowledge and Duration derived "HE 


Another, however unlimited, are 
neither © One and the Same ” with Underived 
Nor can they be in A Reſpects © alike deſcribed, 
* and in [All] the ſame Phraſes.” For, to be 
in ſome Reſpects © alike deſcribed, and in [Some 
of ] « the ſame Phraſes; js common to Many 
things with many things. This therefore is a 
Dibble, unworthy indeed of a Scholar. 


OUERY VIII; 


M Whecher (1 ) Eternity does not imply neceſſary 
“ Exiſtence of the Son; which ig inconſiſtent 
« with the Doctor's Scheme ? And whether 
* the Doftor has not made an eluſive equivo- 
e cating Anſwer to the Objection, foi "= Son 
e may be (2) @ neceflary Emanation from the 
* K x0 by the Will and Power of the Father, 
* without any Contradiction? Will (3) is one 
* thing, and — Will another, | 


— 


2 


47 


879 
Anſw. (I) T ENGTH of Duration, how unlimi⸗ 


red ſoever, either à parte poſt or à par- 
ce ante, in a perſon begotten by the Power and M ll 
of Him that begat, does not imply Neceſſary Ex. 


#/tence. And *tis a great Preſumption to afhrm, 


that, what the Scriprure always Expreſſes by 2 
+ word denoting an Act, may as well + pogerting- 
be expreſſed by a * word denoting * Neceſſary 
not an Af. As to Antiquity; The EFuanation. 
Doctrine of Neceſſary Emanations, ſprung from 
the Notions of Valeutinus, Ceriuthus, Manes, 
Montanus, &c. But in oppoſition to the numer- 
ous Paſſages cited by DrClarke, wherein the Fa- 
thers expreſsly affirm the Son to be begotten by 
the Power and Mill of the Father; tis obſervable, 
Dr Waterland has not been able to produce fo much 
as ONE ſingle Paſſage out of any One Aute-Ni- 
rene Father, wherein the Son is affirmed to have 
emaned or been emitted by Neceſſity of Nature. 
Even They who ſuppoſed him, ia an unintelligi- 
ble manner, to have been the internal Reaſon ar 
Wiſdom of the Father, before his Generation; 
ſtill ſuppoſe: him to have been Generated into 
a real perſon by the Power and Will of the Fa- 
ther. And They who compared his Generation, 
to the Sun's ſending forth his Rays of Light, or 
to One Fire lighting Another; yet All of them 
ſuppoſe, and Some of them expreſsly diſtinguith 
1n this Similitude, that whereas the Sun emits 
his Light, and one Fire lights Another, by 
Neceſſity of Nature; the Father begat the Son wr - 
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„ 
his Power and Will, See Dr Clarke's Scripturs 
on mr 19 15 7 EIS 
(2) © A Neceſſary Emanation from the Father, 
& by the Will and Power of the Father; is an 
expreſs contradiction. - Becauſe NVeceſſity, in its 
very Notion, excludes all operation of Mill and 
Power, though it may be conſiſtent with Appro- 
bation; Whatever is by Neceſſity of Mature, can- 
not, without the higheſt Abſurdity, be ſaid to 
be [ BuaF, Bun fu, BeaAjoe, dura ect, 7 By any one's Will 
and Power; though it may well be Agreeabie and 
Pleaſing to him. 4 Neceſſary Emanation from 
the Father, can no more be ſaid to be Begorten of 
the Father, to be Begotten by-his Power and Will; 
than the Father can be ſaid to have #2gorren, or 
given Being to himſelf; or to his own Reaſon or 
Underſtanding, On the contrary, Such an Ema- 
nation, and the Eſſence from which it emanes, would 
Both be as equally ſelf-exiftent, as tis equally ne- 
eſſary for God to be an Intelligent Being, and to 
Be at all. Whatever neceſſarily and eſſentially be- 
longs to That which is ſelf-exiſtent, is it ſelf 
Self. exiſtent, as being indeed only the very fame 
thing apprehended under à partial conſideration. 
God (as this matter has been expreſſed in the 
Letter to the Author of the True Scripture- Doctrine, 
ec. pag. 267,) © 1s neceſſarily Omnipreſent and 
* Eternal ; doubtleſs, not without | much lefs a- 
gainſt] & his own Liking and Approbation: But was 
* everany Man therefore ſo abſurd, as to ſay that 
c“ he was Omnipreſent and Eternal BY his Will? 
He is likewiſe by Neceſſity of Nature, Viſe 
and Good; that is, he always neceilarily ne 

| | ” a 
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and Enows what is right; and approves what is 
c good; And in all this, his Wil is no way ton- 
% cerned: But whenever he A#s, whenever he 
« Does any thing, then *tis not by . Neceſſity . of 

Nature, but by the Choice of bis Will.” The 

contrary Suppoſition, is, in the truth of things, 
making him No Agent at all; Tis deveſting him 
(as Mr Hobbs has done) of the Prime Glory 


ful Ate} 7 0 OTST 
. (3) But (ſays Dr Waterland ) * Will is One 
thing, and Arbitrary Will another. I anſwer. 
This is one of the greateſt and moſt unreaſonable 
Abuſe of words, that I have ever met with in 
Any Writer. For the only, true difference be- 
tween Will and Arbitrary Will, is; that Arbitrary 
Will. ſignifies Willing a thing unreaſonably, and 
Birth y juſt Cauſe, But to make Arbitrary. 


Mill ſigr f y barely the Choice or Free Ad of the. 


Mill, and to make Will ſignify mere Approbation 
without Any Choice or A& of the Will at all; 
is taking away all Senſe from words. For, at 
This rate, a Man's Heart may be ſaid to beat by 
the Will and Power of the Man, though his Will 
and Power have no influence at all upon it. And 
the Sun may be ſaid, in the ſameſenſe, to riſe and 
fer by the Will of Man, that is, with his good 
king and Approbation. And a Balance, if it 
could feel itſelf Neceſſarily turned by a Superiout 
Weight in One Scale, might juſtly be ſaid to 
Turn itſelf by its Will and Power, If this be not 
indeed in the higheſt degree (to uſe Dr. Water- 
Ce land's 
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& Whether the divine Attributes, Omniſcience, 

Ubiquity, &c. thoſe individual Attributes, can 
che communicated without the divine Ejj ence, 
& from which Nahen are eee, 2 


Anſw. Naaividaal A age can neither be 

: [| communicated with. nor without the 
Eſſence ; becauſe communication of an Individual, 
without the Communicator's parting with it, is 
ſuppoſing it to be not an Individual; and is eon- 
ſequently a contradiction i in Terms. 
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2 Whether, if they (the Attributes belonging to 
the Son) be act Individually the ſame, they 
can be any thing more than faint Reſemblau- 

e ces of them, differing from them as Finite 

from Infinite; and then in what Senſe, or 
*© with what Truth can the Doctor pretend 
„that all divine Powers, except abſolute Su- 
& premacy and Independency, are communi- 
* cated to the Son? And whether every Being, 

beſides the one Supreme Being, mus! not nes 

e ceſſarily be a Creature aud Finite; and 

& whether all divine Powers can be communis 

& cated to a Creature, Infinite Perfection to 

© Finite Beixg ? Iv | 


* 


Anſw. "PH E Queſtion is not, what the At- 
738 tributes belonging to the Son, Can, 
or Cannot be, according to Our Fancies in Phi- 
loſophy; but what the Scriptare fays they Are. 
And the Scripture fays they are, not“ fat 
«* Reſemblances,” but an Expreſs Image. That 
they are: not © Indiviaually the ſame with the 
Attributes. of the Father, appears evidently in 
the Anſwer to the foregoing Query; and alſo 
from hence, that the Oe are Derived, the 
Other Underived; Both of which, one and the 


lame individual cannot be. 


Cc 4 The 


The Anſwer to the following part of This 
Query, depends upon the Signification in which 
= TTY „Finite, Infinite, and Creature, are 
uſed. 

As to the Terms, finite and infinite; ſee 
above, the Anſwer to Query VI. 

As to the Term, Creature, If thereby He 
means Whatever is zot Self-exiſtent and Unori- 
ginate, then tis manifeſt that even Dr Water- 
land himſelf makes the Son [the Perſon of the 
Son] of God to be a Creature, and muſt needs 
himſelf fall under his Or Cenfure of Arianiſm. 
But if the Word, Creature, be underſtood to 
mean That only which is made out of Nothing; 
then the Anſwer depends upon Another Query, 
viz. Whether Any Thing or Perfon can be de- 
rived [i Ti; dia. 17 nag; ] from the Self-exiſtent 
Subſtance. If it can; as Dr Waterland makes 
no doubt but it can, and Who dares affirm it 
cannot? (for, to be From Nothing, and From 
the Self-exiſtent Subſtance, are Both of them 1 
equally beyond Our Conception, and Nezther 
of them ever expreſsly mentioned in Scripture;) 
then, tis evident, a Perſon who is z0t 4 Crea- 
ture, may yet not be © the One Supreme Being. 
For None can be . but He who has 
APerfectious and all Dominion abſolutely in 
and of himſelf, original, underived, and inde - 
pendent on Any. 


QUERY 
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QUERY XL 


ks. Whether if the Doctor means by divine Pow. 
< ers, Powers given by God (in the ſame Senſe 
« as Angelical Powers are divine Powers) 
e only in a higher Degree than are given to 
« other Beings; it be not equivocating and 
« ſaying nothing: Nothing that can come up 


& to the Senſe of thoſe Texts before cited, or 


* ta theſe following ? 


Applied 


To the one God. 


Thou, even Thou, 
art Lord alone; Thou 
haſt made Heaven, the 
Heaven of Heavens, 


with all their Hoſt, the 


Earth, and all things 
that are therein, Oc. 
Neh. 9. 6. 

In the Beginning, 
God created the Hea- 
vens and the Earth, 
Gen. 1. 1. 


C 3 


a 


1 


To God the Son. 


All things were made 
by him, Joh. 1. 3. By 
him were all things 
Created ; He 1s before 
all things, and by him 
all things Conſiſt, Co- 
nr 4 RET: 

Thou, Lord, in the 
Beginning , haſt laid 
the Foundation of the 
Earth; and the Hea- 
vens are the Work of 
thy Hands, Heb. 1. 10. 


Anſe TW, 


- 


* 


. 


eAnſw. THE © Divine Powers given“ to the 
Son, are not at all of the ſame” 
kind, or © only in a higher Degree” than Au- 
« gelical Powers”; but totally of a arfferent 
kind, For to the Son is committed All Jadg- 
ment, Joh. 5, 22: But to Angels is committed 
No degree of the Power of Judgment at all. 
Io affirm that the Powers committed to the 
Son, are the very ſame as His who has nothing 
committed to him, but has Al Perfectious and 
All Dominion abſolutely in and of Himſelf, ori- 
ginal, underived, and independent on Any : this 
is certainly © equivocating, and ſaying Nothing; 
and alſo directly contrary to the Senſe of all the 
Texts referred to. For the Powers of the Son, 
are all there ſpoken of as committed to him from 
the Father. And when *tis affirmed that al} 
things were made by [or through] Him, and that 
by [or iz] hin were all things created, and that 
He laid the foundation of the earth, and the 
like; the Sacred Writers in the fulleſt and moſt 
expreſs words declare their Meaning to be, that 
God created all things by Lor through] Him. 


QUERY XII. 


ge Whether the Creator of all Things was not 
„ himſelf Uncreated; and therefore could not 
& be ig en vier, made out of nothing? 


Ani. 


: MARSTON en 4 Sa oe Inn, TEC ONERY OT” 1 , 
* c Ts Ft 9. e e API. Lo OE 
4 y) * n 3 * " E = = : . 
4 ; 
n : : 
6 - 
' 
f 
& 
| ; PF 
- 
” ' * 7 
* A % 


Anſw. HIS Query is moſt captionfly and 
I wrfarrly worded. For This phraſe 
L“ The Creator of all things, ] when uſed in 
this manner abſolutely and by way of Eminence, 
without any other diſcriminative character an- 
nexed, and without Any perſon mentioned be- 
fore, Alwaies means the Father, (or Firit Cauſe,) 
OF whom are all things; and never the Son, BT 
whom the Father made all things, f 
But underſtanding it of the Son, as the Que- 
riſt here with too artificial Confuſedneſs does; 
*tis manifeſt indeed, that He by whom God crea- 
ted all things, cannot be included in the. ail 
things which God created by Him. But How 
and in what manner he himſelf derived his Be- 
ing from the Father, cannot be at all collected 
from Hence. Taking it for granted that he was, 
not [# e be] out of Nothing, but [is Tis {as 
7s meleds | from the Subſtance of the Father, this 
affects not in the leaſt the Truth of 4zy One of 
Dr Clarke's Propoſitions; For they are not 
built upon any Hypotheſis at all, about Meta- 
phyſical Subſtance; and He has contended only 
tor adhering to Scrifture in theſe matters, and 
not mixing Philoſophy with Revelation, See be- 
low, the anſwer to Query XVIII. 1 


P 
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QUERY Xii. 


* V,/Lether there can be any Middle between being 

made out of nothing, and out of ſomething ; 

„that is, between being out of nothing, and 

« out of the Fathers Subſtance ; between be- 

< ing eſſentially God, and being a Creature? 

* Whether, conſequently, the Son muſt not be 
seither eſſentially God, or elſe a Creature? 


a there is 20 (Middle, 
1 [RG Fer there are Many Dilem- 
ma's in Metaphyſicks and Phyſicks and in The- 
ology too, wherein it may be very preſumptu- 
ous, and perhaps ſometimes irreligious, to un- 
dertake to determine abſolutely: which part of 
the dilemma is the Truth. Tis, however, un- 
doubtedly certain that there is No Middle) © be- 
«& tween. being made out of Nothing, and out of 
« Something.” But © being out of Nothing, and 
& out of the Father's Subſtance,” are Both of 
them very different from being Self-exif! ent. 
The latter part of This Query therefore, is 
merely captious. For whereas the phraſe, 
& being eſſentially God, ſignifies, in its natural 
and proper ſenſe, having All Perfections and 
All Dominion abjolutely in and of himſelf, ori- 
ginal, underived, and independent on Any; it is, 
in This Query, made uſe of to ſignify only, 
being derived in an ineffalle manner from the 
err 
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Subſtance of the Father. Which as it is a Spe- 
culation no where affirmed or denied in Scrip- 
ture, ſo neither has Dr Clarke any where deni- 
ed but that it may be a Metaphyſical Truth. 
And none of thoſe Primitive Fathers who aſ- 
ſerted That Doctrine, did at all imagine that 
it inferred Supremacy. As is evident from their 
teaching at the ſame time, that the Son mini- 
ſired in all things, from the Beginning, to the 
Will of the Father; and that he was begotten 
of the Father by the Power and Will of the 
Father; and comparing him (with allowance 
Always for the difference between voluntary 
and zeceſſary Agents) to a Beam from the Sun, 
a River from a Fountain, a Branch from a 
Tree, They who know how Many Philoſo- 
hers, (according to the Hypotheſes of the 
Times they lived 1n,) ſuppoſed all celeſtial Spi- 
rits, and even Humane Souls, to have been, not 
out of Nothing, but out of the Subſtance of 
God ; will not wonder at Any the higheſt 
Expreſſions of this kind, concerning the Ozly- 
begotten Son of God. "9 
As to the Term, Creature, made uſe of in 
TY Query; See above, the eArſwer to Que- 
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(25) 
Q UER 3 XIV. 
45 he; Dr Clarke, who every where denen the 
66) Conſubſtantiality of the Son as abſurd and 
150 * contradiftory, does not, of C onſequence, af- 
rm the Son to be a Creature, UE e er, and 


| «% fall under his own cenſure, and is Self- 
& condemn LE 1 


Anſw. T IPON this Query, 'tis to be obſer- 

ved, (1//.) That *tis very unjuſt in 
Dr W. to charge Dr Cl, with a © Conſe- 
« quence; which Dr V. indeed, according to 
His Own Notions in Philoſophy, Imagines to 
follow from Dr C's Principles; but which, ac- 
cording to Dr CPs Notions in Philoſophy, docs 
Not follow at all. For Dr. Cl. is not obliged 
(I think) by any juſt Conſequence from any 
thing he has laid down in Explication of All 
the Texts in the New Teſtament, to enter into 
Any metaphyſical Hypotheſis concerning the 
Manner of the Sons Generation, And accord- 


ingly He conſtantly blames thoſe, as being pre- 


ſumptuouſly wiſe above what is written, (Script. 
Do@#r. Part II, Prop. XIII and II,.) who 
have at any Time taken upon them to affirm 
(what they could not poſſibly know,) that the 


Son of God Was 25 b ey rw | made our of N - 


thing. (2.) *Tis mere captiouſneſs in Dr V. 


to uſe here the Term, © 1H Conſubſtantiali- 
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* ty, without at all expreſſing which Sort of 
Conſubſtantiality he means, though he knows 
the word has very different Meanings. For it 
either denotes ſpeciſicł Conſubſtantiality; which 
Dr V. diſclaims, - becauſe *tis introducing Two 
Self-exiſtent Subſtances: Or it ſignifies indivi- 
dual Conſubſtantiality {| reuJozow, | which Dr 
Clarke has indeed denied, becauſe tis direct * 
Sabellianiſm, as well as © abſurd and + contradi- 
* Fory; (and yet even This, if it were 
granted to be poſlible, would not at all || affe& 
the Truth of Dr Clarke's main Propofitions.) 
Or elſe Laſtly it means only, (which is all that 
any of the Ante-Nicene Writers, or even the 
Council of Mice itſelf intended,) being de- 
rived in ſome ineffable Manner | ix Tis via | from 
the Subſtance of the Father; which Dr Clarke 
has, not only not © every where, but ng 


* Certè Sahellius ipſe (ſays the learned Bp. Bull) nun- 
quam Filium lubens dixiſſet Patri 64a#wer, ſed potiis 
Teulozmo!. i. e. Aſſuredly Sabellius would never haue coy 
to haue called the Son conſubſtantial with the Father; but 
would rather have ſtiled them, of one and the ſame indivi- 
dual Subſtance. 3 
| k s » PL T 28911 s ο o geo bor, ei AX 2) e 290 . 2 One 
and the ſame Thing ts not conſubſtantial to itſelß, but One 
Thing is conſubſtantial to Another. Baſ. Epiſt. 300. 

|| See the Letter to the late Reverend Mr. R. M. pag. 
134, 135, 179. And the Letter to the Author f the true 
Scripture- Doctrine &c. pag. 212, 220, 223, 225, 3377 
246, 274, and 318. Ws N 


where, 


— 
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where, denied but that it may be a metaphyfical 
Truth. (3.) Theſe words therefore, [. Dy 
A Clarke every where denies the Conſubſtantia- 
1 * lity of the Son, ] are a palpable and direct 
ak Calumny. For as, in Scripture, this Conſubſtan- 
1 tiality is nowhere either affirmed or denied; ſo 
1 Dr Clarke, contenting himſelf without being 
wiſe above what is written, has nowhere affirm- 
ed any thing, but what in His Opinion holds 
equally true, whatever in This Reſpect the Son's 
metaphyſical Nature, Efjence, or Subſtance, be 
ſuppoſed to be. See his Script. Dor, Part II, 
Prop. XIV and XXAFIL | 


QUERY XV, 
E Whether he alſo (1.) miſt not, of Conſe- 


e quence, affirm of the Son, that there was a 
* time when he was not, ſince God muſt exiſt 
« before the Creature; and therefore is again 
e Self -ccondemn'd? (See prop. 16. : Scrip. 
« Dodr.) And whether he does not equivo- 
« cate in ſaying elſewhere that the ſecond Per- 
« ſon has (2.) been always with the firſt; 
« and that there has been no time, when he 
& was not ſo ? And laſily, whether it be not a 
vain and weak attempt to pretend to any mid- 
« dle way between (3.) the Orthodox and the 
* Arians; or to carry the Son's Divinity the 
<« leaſt higher than they did, without taking in 
« the (4. Conſubſtantiality ? 


Anſw. 
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eArſw. (1.) THE Anſwer to the t part 
5 of This Query, is the ſame 
as That to the Query fore- going. It cannot be 
juſtly izferred, from any thing Dr Clarke has 
aſſerted ; that © he muſt, of Conſequence, affirm 
« of the Son, that there was a Time when be 
«< was not, or that he was made out of No- 
thing. I ſay, Neither of theſe can juſtly be in- 
ferred; becauſe there is'nothing in Any of the 
Doctor's Aſſertions, but what holds cqually 
true, upon all (the poſſible) Hypotheſes con- 
cerning either the metaphyſical Subſtauce or 
Eternity of the Son. The Father who begat, 
mult, in Order of Nature, be prior to the Son 
who was begotten ;, and equally ſo, whether he 
begat him of his Own Subſtance, or not; whe- 
ther he begat him in Time, or from Eternity. 
Likewiſe the Son muſt be ſubordinate to the Fa- 
ther, (and the Scripture always ſpeaks of him 
as being ſo,) in real Order of Nature and Dig- 
ity, and not in mere poſition of words; what- 
ever be his metaphyſical Subſtance, and in what 
manner ſoever his perſon was generated of the 
Father, and how unlimited ſoever his paſt Du- 
ration be allowed to have been. we 
(2.) To affirm that the Son © has been Al- 
«ways with” the Father: To affirm that the 
Scripture, in declaring the Son's Derivation 
from the Father, never makes mention of Any 
Limitation of Time; but always ſuppoſes and 
affirms him to have exiſted with the Father * 
LEN the 
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the Beginning and before all Worlds: To affirni 
moreover Whatever elſe. the -- Scripture any 


where affirms concerning this Matter: And to 


declare that They are juſtly to be blamed, who 
taking upon them to be wiſe above what is writ- 
ten, and intruding into things which they baue 
not ſeen, have preſumed to affirm that there was 
a time when the Son was not, aud that he was 
made out of Nothing: This is not an “equi vo- 
& cating” in Dr Clarke. But for Dr Waterland 
to require more, and that in Matters of Religi- 
on Men mut be wiſe (according to their own 
ſeveral Fancies in Conſequences. of Philoſophy 
and Metaphyſicks) beyond what is written in 
Scripture; this is plainly an unwarrantable and 
inexcuſable Preſump tion. 1 
(3.) Though many and various opinions 
have had the name given them of “ Orthodox” 
and * eArian;” yet in This Query I ſuppoſe 
Dr Waterland, by the *Orthodox,” means thoſe 
of his owz particular opinion; and by the Ari- 
ang, thoſe who affirm that there was a time 
when the Son was not, and that he was made 
out of Nothing. Now © to pretend to a middle 
« way between“ theſe two Opinions, (between 
laying a Streſs, either with Dr Materlaud on 
the one hand, or with the Arias on the other, 
upon metaphyſical Notions never mentioned at 


: 


all in Scripture;) is not © 4 vain and weak At- 
&« tempt,” nor has any manner of difficulty in 


it. For 'tis only adbering to what is, plainly 
revealed and commanded in Scripture, in Mat- 
| | ; 99 ters 
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(310 
ters relating to the Worſhip of God; and for- 
bearing to build any thing, in points of practi- 
cal religion, upon metaphyſical Conſequences 
and Deductions; ſeeing it appears in fact, from 
the Hiſtory of all Ages, that, according to 
mens different Notions and Hypotheſes in phi- 
loſophy, the Deductions fo drawn will be very 
different from each other, and. conſequently 
muſt of neceſſity always tend to perplex men in 
matters of practical religion. ö 
(.) Concerning this Term, THE conſub- 
ſtantiality; ſee above, the Anſwer to Que- 
ry XIV. And concerning the uſe of the word, 
Ariaus; ſee below, the euſwer to Que- 
ry XXXI. r wars e OED F 
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Divine Worſhip due, 
To the One God. To Chrif. 


Thou ſhalt haye no| They worſhipped 
other Gods before (1) | him, Lake 24. 25. 
me, Exod, 20. 3. . | Let all the Angels 
WS en oC on worlkip 

Thou ſhalt worſhip | him, Hed. 1. 6. 
theLord thy God, and | That all men ſhould 
(2) him only ſhalt thou | honour (4) the Son, 
ſerve, Matth. 4. 10. even as they honour 

88 the Father, Jh. 5. 23. 


Notes 


„ 


Notes on the Texts. 


(i) (2) He does not ſay, his Nature, Eſſence, or Sub- 
ftance ; but himſelf, his Perſon, Him only, ſhalt thou 
| ſerve. Conſequently, either theſe Texts muſt be under- 
ſtood of That Worlhip which is peculiar to, and incom- 
municable from, the Perſon of the Father; or elſe they 
will exclude the Father from all Right and Power of com- 
manding Any Worſhip to be paid to the perſon of the 
Son, in the capacity of a mediator, at all. See the Letter 
to the late Reverend Mr R. M. pag. 132, Oc. 4 


(3) The whole of this Text, is: When he bringeth in the 


_ firft-begotten into the world, he ſaith, And let all the 


Angels of God worſhip him: worſhip him, not as Su- 
reme, but by the Command of the Father, So it fol- 
- Tows, ver. , Thott haſt loved ri —_—_— and hated 
zuiquity; Therefore God, even Ty God, hath anomted 
thee with the oil of gladneſs above thy fellows. x 
(4) The reaſon and ground of This Honour, is expreſsly 
added by our Saviour in the words of the Text, The 
Father —= hath committed all Fudgnient unto the Son; 
that all men ſhould honour the Son, even as they honour 
the Father: | | 1's 


QUERY XVI. 


e Whether by theſe (of the firſt Column) and the 
« like Texts, Adoration and Worſhip be not ſo 

« appropriated to the one God, as to belong to 

« him only? = "PI 
eAnſiv. HE Worſhip of God is © by theſe 
- and the like Texts” in ſuch expreſs 

words © appropriated to the One God” PERSO- 
| : NALLY 
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NALLVY; not to his Subſeantre, Nature, or 
Hence, but Always to Him, to his Perſon 
Only; that it cannot but be allowed. ta 
belong to HIM onh.“ But the Worſhip 
of a Mediatour, the Worſhip due to Him 
to whom the Power of Judgment is com- 
mitted by Another; is what can neither 
3 9 nor can poſſibly be fuid 
at all, to the One Supreme God. If there- 
fore theſe Texts praclude All Adoration , 
beſides That which is appropriated: to the 
One Supreme God; they either præclude God 
from all Right of appointing any Mediatour 
at all, or at leaſt from all- Right of com- 
manding Any Adoration to be paid to the Me- 
diatour, in the capacity of a Mediatour. For 
That is an Adoration, which cannot poſlibiy. 
be paid to the One Supreme God. This Que- 
ry therefore might very well have been urged - 
by a Deiſt + But it comes very abſurdly from 
the pen of One who profeſſes to believe with 
St Paul, that as there is One God, ſo there is 
alſo One Mediatour; and that God has com- 
manded, that at the Name of Feſus every 
Knee ſhould bow, and that every Tongue ſhould | 
confeſs that Feſus Chrift is Lerd, to the Glory 
of God the Father; and that unto Him that 
ved us, and waſhed us from our Sins in 
His own Blood, and hath made us Kings and. 
Frieſit unto. God and his Father, (79 dg 8 
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C 34) 0 
#2 due, HIS God and Father ] to Him 
ſhould be Glory and Dominion for ever and 


Eber. 


QUERY XVI. 


6c $74 hether, notwithſtanding, Worſhip and Ado-. 
ration be not equally due to Chriſt ; and 
© conſequently, whether it muſt not follow 
& that he is the one God, and not (as the 


e Arians ſuppoſe ) a diflind inferior Being? 


ne HE very Texts referred to, evi- 
dently ſhow, that the Worſhip 
due to Chriſt, ought not to be confounded 
with That due to the Father : Becauſe the 
Worſhip given to Chriſt in all thoſe Texts, 

is in conſequence of his Reſurre&ion and A,. 
cenſion, Luke 24, 25, In conſequence of the 
Command of the Father, at his bringing in 
the 1 begotten into the World, Heb. 1,6; 

In conſequence of the Father's {aying unto 
our Lord at his reſurrefion, (as ST Paul in- 
rerprets it, As 13, 33; Heb. t, 5.) Thon 
arr my Son, this day have 1 begotten thee ; 
And in conſequence of the Father's having 
committed Al! Fudoment unto the Son, Joh. 5, 
22, at voher Time fever 1 "op be ſuppoſed to 
have been done. Were the \ Vorſhip paid to 


28 Chris 


(35) 
Chriſt, the very ſame as That to the Fatbesn; 
it would © follaw,” not only © that he is he 
One God, (of the Subſtance of the One 
God, it ſhould rather have been ſaid,) in op- 
poſition to any ! diſtinct inferiour BEING,” 
but it would follow that he 1s That Perſon, 
That Me, That Him, mentioned in the Texts. 
For none of the Texts ever ſpeak of a Being 
or Subſtance, (as Dr Waterland very unfairly 
repreſents them here, and in Query the Firſt ;) 
but they always and uniformly ſpeak of a 
Perſon. 

As to the term, Arians, uſed in this e 
ry; ſee below, the An ſwer ro Query XXX, 


QUERY XVII. 
te Whether Worſbip and Adoration, both from 


Alen and Angels, was not due to him, long 
| &« before the commencing of bis Mediatorial 
Kingdom, à he was their Creator and 
Preſorues (See Col. I. 16, 17.) And whe- 
ether that be not the ſame Title to Adora- 
„ 7jon which God the Father hath, as Au- 
«< ther and Governor of the Univerſe, upon 
© the Doctor's own Principles? 


pins 
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enever the Mediatorial King- 
dom of Chriſt began, and 41 
Dd 2 what 
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what Time ſoever he was worſhipped either by 
Angels or by Men; it was by the Command of 
the Father; who, when he brought in the 
Air ſt.begotten into the World, ſaid, (whenſoever 
That be ſuppofed to have been,) Let all the 
Angels of God worſhip him, And This Wor- 
ſhip of Chriſt, was 0 the Glory of God, the 
Father > Whereas it cannot (1 think, without 
Blaſphemy) be affirmed of the Father, that 
He 1s or ever was worſhipped to the Glory of 
the Son. The Father's Worſhip therefore is 
both Primary and Ultimate And I am per- 
fuaded it cannot Truly be faid, that He To 
whom the Father has committed all udg ment, 
has the SAME Title to Adoration”, as the 
Father who committed all Judgment to Him; 
Or that He by whom God created all things, 
has, as Author and Governour of the Uni- 
« verſe, the SAME Title to Adoration, which 
« God the Father hath,” who created all 4 
things by Him. And therefore 'tis a mean 
thing, to confound the unlearned Reader 
here, with the Ambiguity of the Terms 
Creator and Preſerver.” Nor is there Any 
ene inſtance in Scripture, of Worſhip paid to 
Chriſt in That capacity. 


QUERY 


(370 


Q.U-$:R Y::X 

8 Whether the Doctor bath not given a very 
partial Account of Joh. 5. 23. founding 
** the Honour due to the Son, on this only, 
* hat the Father hath committed ali 
Judgment to the Son; when the true 
< Reaſon aſſign'd by our Saviour, and illu- 
* flrated by ſeveral Inſtances, is, that the 
Son doth the ſame things that the Father 
* doth, hath the ſame Power and Authority 
ay of doing what he will; and therefore has 
© Title to as great of TREE Reverence, 
£ and Regard, as the Father himſelf bath? 
And it is no Objection to this, that the 
« Son is there ſaid ro do nothing of him- 
* ſelf, or to have all given Him by the Fa- 
1 cher; fence it is own'd that ihe Fathis is 
* the Fountain of all, from whom the Son 
“ derives, in an ineffable manner, his Ef- 
#6 ſence and Powers, ſo as to be one with 
5 him. 


eAnſw. HE Doctor has not given a par- 

tial Account of” this Text; Be- 
cauſe he has © founded the Honour due to the 
** Son” upon That, upon which Alone our 


Saviour himſelf has in the moſt expreſs words 
Dd 3 founded 


80389 
founded it. The“ Son's doing the ſame 
& things that the Father doth,” (which Dr 
W. calls h True reaſon aſſigned by our 
% Saviour,” is not © tbe reaſon aſſigned by our 
« Saviour,” tho' it is indeed a “ rue reaſon,” 
as being of the ſame 1mport with That which 
our Lord has aſſigned in the Text. For as 
the Son has Therefore all Power of Judgment, 
becauſe the Father has committed all Judg- 
ment unto him; ſo (if we will believe his 
own words,) he therefore does the ſame things 
that the Father doth, becauſe the Father lo- 
veth the Son, and ſheweth him all things that 
bimſelf doth. But our Lord doth not ſay, 
that he © hath the SAME Power and Autho- 
&« rity f doing what he wills,” as the Father 
hath; Becauſe Power or Authority original 
and derived, are not the SAME. Nor does 
our Lord ſay, that he © has 4 Title to As 
Great Henour, Reverence, and Regard, as 
« che Father himſelf bath e“ but that *tis As 
Much mens Duty to honour the Son, 7o 
whom the Father bas committed all Judgment; 
as to honour the Father, who has committed 
all Tudgment unto him. Which are very dif- 
ferent things. And 'tis extremely peaſant 
in Dr W. to ſay, „it is no Objection to this, 
e that the Son 1s there ſaid to do nothing of 
* himſelf, or to have all given him by the Fa- 
& ther; /mce tis OWNED that the Father is 

| | | (0 the 


1 > b \ * Tod * PE AT x þ 2 AJ l N 
* n . 2 Y YVES IONS Pie OT ODE TAPE COR: 
F £2 a — ern 1% REY Aj TT f r = 
CLE I RT DE EE SE COR tp, EE ITE EN Og g - 1 2 
— an Lora At 1 3 3 n R 8 . * z 0 
ac K —— . 9 4 5 N * ? 
* 9 8 1 3 * 0 * 
* f 
* 
— 
2 
- 
4 ” 
* 
0 


« the Fountain of all, from whom the Son de- 
*  pives, in an ineflable manner, his Eſſence 
<« ond Powers „ ſo as to be One with him.” *Tis 


very pleaſant (I ſay) to allege, that an Oh. 
jection which overturns his whole Scheme, is 


No Objection, becauſe tis Owned. For let it 
but by conſtantly and uniformly acknowledged, 
that the Farber is really, not in empty words 
only, © the Fountain of all; and that © the 
« Son has all Given him by the Father,” fo that 
the incommunicable Honour of the Fir 
Cauſe and Supreme Author of all things, be 
preſerved entire: And the © mneffable manner” 
how © rhe Son derives his Eſſence and Powers 

« from him,” and is © One with Him,” needs 
cauſe no Diſputes. 


QUERY XT. 


” Whether the Doctor need have cited 300 
* Texts, wide of the Purpoſe, to prove what 
* no Body denies, namely, a Subordination, 
un ſome Senſe, of the Son to the Father; 
* could He have found but one plain Text 
* again#t his Eternity or Conſubſtantiality, 

mY © oe Points in queſtion 2 


Dd 4 Anſw. 
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An ſw. HE Eternity or Con ſiibſtantia- 
| lity* of the Son, are not in any 
manner the Points in queſtion ,” becauſe, of 
whatever Duration and of whatever Subſtance 
the Son be, (which are Metaphyſical Queſti- 
one,) the Truth of no one of Dr Clarke's 
Propoſitions is thereby at all affected. The 
Truth of plain Scripture-Declarations, does 
not at all depend on the Truth or Erroneouſ- 
neſs of any metaphyſical hypotheſes made by 
Writers who lived in Ages after the Apoſtles. 
The 300 Texts therefore, are by no means 
« wide of the ßurpoſe; becauſe they All 
prove, what they were brought to prove; 
namely, a Sitbordination, not in mere poſition 
or Order of Words, which in the Truth of 
things is a Coordination; but they prove a 
real Subordination of the Son to the Father in 
point of Dominion and eAuthority, and eſta- 
bliſn a ra Supremacy of the Father over alt, 
Which Dr Waterland, in direct oppoſition to 
the Firſt Article of the Apoſtles Creed, and 


to the whole Tenour of the New Teſtament, 
conſtantly denies. 5 


QUERY 


QUERY XXL. 


* Whether be be not forc'd to ſupply his want 
« of Scrifture-Proof by very ſtrain'd and 
remote Inferences, and very uncertain 
Reaſonings from the Nature of a thing 
confeſſedly Obſcure and above Compre- 
henſion; and yet not more ſo, than God's 
Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, or other 
Attributes, which yet we are obliged to 
acknowledge for certain Truths? | 


eAnſw. N NE of the Propoſitions on 
which Dr Clarke lays any 
Streſs, are drawn. by mere © Reaſonings from 
& the incomprehenſible Nature“ of God, tho? 
(I think) they are very agreeable to right 
Reaſon; Neither are they drawn by any 
« ſtrained and remote Inferences:” But they 
are either the expreſs and literal declaration, 
or the immediate and obvious Reſult, of 
many more than 3oo Texts in the New 
'Teſtament. Dr W's Scheme, on the con- 
trary, is founded wholly upon a particular 
expiication of a philoſophical Notion of Con- 
ſubſtantiality, never mentioned in any One 
Text of Scripture, whatever Metaphyſical 
Truth it may be ſuppoſed to have in it. 
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As < Goga's Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, 
& and other Attributes, are Themſelves (not 
particular mens different philoſophical Ex- 
plications of the Mazzer of them) the Subject 
of our Belief: So the Direftions actually 
given in Scri/tzre concerning the Worſhip 
of God and of Chriſt, (not philoſopkical 
Conjectures concerning Szb//ances and E, 


ſences and the Metaphſical reaſons of things,) 
ought to be the Guide of our Practice. And 


then there would ſoon be an End of all 
Diſputes. 5 2 


QUERY XXII. 


* Whether his (the Doctor's) whole Perform. 
| cc 


ance, whenever He differs from us, be 
% any thing more than a Repetition of this 
< eAſjertion, that Being and Perſon are 
% the ſame, or that there is no Medium 
« between Tritheiſm aud Sabellianiſm ? 
« which i removing the Cauſe from Scrip- 
« tare to natural Reaſon; not very Confill - 
& ently with the Title of his Book. 
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An ſco. IR Clarke has no where affirm- 
1 ed or ſuppoſed, © that Being 
ce and Perſon are the ſame;” but that Intel- 
Jigent Being, (or rather Intelligent eAgent,) 
and Perſon, are the ſame. If Two or more 
Intelligent eAgents Can be the ſame Being, 
or ſubſiſt in the ſame individual Subſtance, 
(provided the Agents be not all of them 
Self < exiſtent as well as the Sul lance; 
which is manifeſt Pohtheiſin;) this will 
no way affect the Truth of Any of 
Dr Clarke's Propoſitions. | 


To inſiſt that words ought to have 
Some Meaning and Signification, is not 
« removing the Cauſe from Scripture to 
ce natural Reaſon ,” but appealing from 
Enthuſiaſm to Scripture and Reaſon in 
conjunction. 


QUERY 


ä 


QUERY XXIIL 


& Whether (J.) the Doctor's Notion of the 
« Trinity be more clear and intelligible than 
< \tbe orver 2. © . f 
«* The Difficulty (I.) in the Conception of the 
« Trinity, is, how 7 bree Perſons can be One 
© God. C # 
Does the Doctor deny that every One of the 
% Perſuns, ſingly, is God? No. Does he 
deny that God is One? No, How then 
2 (I.) are I bree One. „ * 
& [Does one and the (2.) ſame Authority, exer- 
* cifed by all, make them one, numerically 
« or individually one and the ſame God? 
& That is hard ts conceive, hom three di- 
& ſtin einge, according to the Doctor's 
Sehe me, can be individually one God, that 
e 7s, three Perſons one Perſon, © © E 
& JF therefore on? God neceſſarily ſignifies but 
* (3+) one Perſon, the Conſequence is irre- 
« faftible, either that the Father is that 
ce one Perſon, and none elſe, which ts 
% downright Sabellianiſm; or that the 
three Perſons are three Gods, 
& Thus (4.) the Doctor's Scheme is liable to 
e the fame Difficulties with the other. | 
* There is indeed (5. ) one eaſy way of coming 
— Of 1 and that is, by ſaying that the = 
| : 3 © an 
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and Holy-Spirit are neither of them God, 
ct in the Scripture-ſenſe of the Word. But 
ec this is cutting the Knot, inſtead Of un- 
« tying it; and is in effeft to ſay, they 
are not ſet forth as divine Perſons in 
Scripture. CET 
Does the Communication of divine Powers 
« and Attributes from Father to Son and 
& Holy-Spirit, make them one God, the Di- 
« vinity of the two latter being the Fa. 
te ther's Divinity? Ter the ſame difficulty 
ce recurs: For either the Son and Holy- 
& Ghoſt have (G.) di/linf Attributes, and 
© 2 diſtin Divinity of their own, or they 
« have not If they have, they are (upon 
the Doftor's Principles) diſtindt Gods 
« from the Father, and as much as Finite 
from Infinite, Creature from Creator; 
and then how are they one? If they haue 
(f « not, then, ſince they have no other Divi- 
« nity, bus that individual Divinity and 
thoſe Attributes which are inſeparable 
from he Father's Eſſence, they can haue 
„ no diftin&t Eſſence from the Father's ;, and 
« ſo (according to the Doctor) will be one 
“ and the ſame Perſon, that is, will be 
« Names only. 
Q. Whether this be not as (7) unintelligible as 
« the Orthodox Notion of the Trinit', and 
« liable to the like Difficulties : A communi- 
cation 
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cation of Divine Powers FR” Attributes, 


without the Subſtance, being as hard to 
conceive, nay, much harder than a com- 


munication of Both tog ether * 


c 


Od 4G 


(4 


* 


C 


8 


C 


Anſw. (1.) “ HE Difficulty inthe Con. 
ception of the Trinity 
n 31 not, « bow three Perſons can be One, 
D Gel: For the Scripture no where ex - 
preſſes the Doctrine in thoſe Words, and the 
Difficulty of underſtanding a Scripture-Do- 
&rinz, ought not ſurely to lie wholly upon 
words not fund in Scripture. ('Tis very 
ſtrange, that a Man of Dr W's Abilities, 
ſhould write a large Book, without ſo much 
as knowing, or ever once being able to ex- 
preſs, what the True ueſtion is, which he 
undertook to write upon.) But the only Diff: 
culty in the Scripture-Declarations concerning 
the Trinity, if it be indeed a Diffuuwlty, is; 
bow and in what Senſe, conſiſtently with eve- 
ry thing that is affirmed in Scripture 8 
ing the Father and Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
is {till certainly and infallibly true, what St. 
Paul expreſsly affirms, that To US there is 
but One God. the Father, of whom are all 
Things; and one Lord, 2 s Chriſt, by whom 


are all things, 
2.) 
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(2.0 « One and the ſame Authority exerci- 
fed by all, does not © make them numeri- 
* cally or individually One and the Same 
God. But the One Authority which makes 
the Government of the Univerſe to be a Mo- 
narchy, being in the Father Original, in the 
Son Derivative; neceſfarily ſuppoſes Him, 
in whom that Supreme Power and Domi- 
nion is abſolutely Of and From Himſelf, 
original, underived, and independent on A- 
ny; it neceſſarily (I fay ) ſuppoſes Him 
to be, by way of Eminence, what Sz Paul 
expreſsly ſtiles him, The One God, even 
the Father (or Firſt Cauſe, ) of whom 
are all things. | 

(3.) The word, God, being expreſſive, 
not of bare Subſtance or Being, but of a Li- 
ving Agent; does therefore neceſſarily, in 
the Nature of Language, and in Fact through 
the whole Scripture, always“ ſignify one Per- 
„ ſon.” Yet neither does it © zrre/ſtibly ® 
or at all follow, © that the Father, and none 
« elſe, is the One Perſona” always ſignified 
by That Word; (becauſe in ſome few Places, 
the fame word ſignifies alſo the One perſon of 
the Son.) Nor yet does it follow, that“ rhe 
« Three Perſons are Three Gods; Be- 
cauſe there 1s No Text of Scripture, where- 
in the word, God, denotes the Perſon of 
the Holy Ghoſt. Nor docs the Sor's Deng 
Hed | 


f * 48 ) 
ſtiled by St Fohn and St Paul, the God (and 
the Lord) BY whom are all things; in any 
wiſe exclude the Father from being ſtill alone 
the One God, (or Firſt Cauſe,) OF whom are 
all things. But according to Dr W's Scheme, 
the Three Perſons are really and neceſſarily 
Three Gods. For three * 3 
& Real Per ons, 5 See Dr Wa- 
2 23 erland's Defenſe, 

each of them an individu- Pag. 350. l 
« al intelligent Agent, and 

al intelligent Agent, a 
each of them equally ſupreme over All ; 
are certainly T7 hree Gods. Nor will three © in- 
«* dividual intelligent Agent, by ſubſiſting 
ein one undivided Subſtance,” be“ All toge- 
<« ther,” in Any reſpe&, one undivided intel. 
e ligent Agent, (as Dr V. moſt —_— af- 
firms that they will ) but only One undivi- 
ded Subſtance, — | 

C4.) Dr Clarke's Scheme therefore, being 
eaſily expreſt in the very words of Scripture, 
and containing in it no Contradiction to Rea- 


fon, 1s not © liable to the ſame Difficulties 


e with” Dr Waterland's* For Dr V. never ſo 
much as once Attempts to expreſs His in Scrip- 
ture-words, (as a Scripture-Doctrine, it were rea- 
ſonable to expect, might paſſibly ha ve been ex- 
preſt ; ) And in his Own words, *tis a Contra- 
diction in the very Terms, if © three indivi- 
dual intelligent Agents being © One undi- 
|  &« vided 


— 
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(5) In Doctor Clarke LY IDEN | 'it cc 1 ; 


</3n16e8 an eaſy Way of coming ff ? from 


all Difficultles, to fay, not . that the 
Son is nor God in the Seripture-Senſe of the 
c ;, but that,” though he if God in 


the Scripture-Senſe of the word God (or 
Lord) BY whom are all _ - 


things, yet he zs not God in - a * Compare Job 
the Scripture-Senſe of the „if, .,. 1 07s 


viii, 6. 


word, One God, the (Firſt 
Cauſe; or) Father, OF whom are all things: 


This is « untying the Knot, ” (if it be 


at all a Knot,) and not © cutting it. *Tis 
ſaying, both “ in effet and in expreſs 
words too, neither more nor leſs than what 
the Seripture has ald. Tis © ſerting forth the 


Divine Perſons, * juſt as the Scripture 1t- 


felf has ſet them forth. 
1 6.) From what has been ſaid in the fore- 
going Paragraph, tis very plain how it may be 


affirmed, that he Son and Holy Ghoſt Have 
* diftin# Attributes and 4 diiſtinct Divinity 


0 f their own, ” and yet the Father is ſtill 


Alone The One G (or Firſt Caufe,) OF 


whom are all things. But the Dilemma here 
put by Dr Waterland,  irreſiſtibly deſtroys 
his Own Scheme. Either the Son and Holy 
2 Ghoſt have diſtinct Attributes, and a di- 

E e . ä 


({ 70 
e ſtinct Divinity of their own, or they have 
e not. If they haue, they are  ſnotwithſtand- 
ing any r of Subſtance] * diftin&t Gods 
« from the Father ; as much ſo” (upon Dr W's 
Principles) C One Inſinite Intelligent Agent 
from Another Infinite Intelligent Agent, as 
One Creator from Another Creator; as One 
Supreme Lord over all from Another Supreme 
Lord over all; “And then how are they 
. 40 One, [One undivided 
agg el gen Agent 2] It they 
350- ave not, then, fince they 
hade no other Divinity, 
ut That ndividaol Divinity and thoſe At- 
e tributes which are inſeparable,” not only 
% from the Ejjence, ” but from the Perſon of 
* the Father; they can have, not only © no 
e diſtin Efjence, > but no diſtin& Perſona- 
lity © from the Father's, ® they cannot be 
. * each of them an individual 
I Pag. 370 8 intelligent Agent, * as T 
Dr W. affirms them to 
he ;] © and ſo will be. one and the ſame 
« Perſon, that is, will be Names only. 
Bur now 
C97) | Dr Cl far le 5 Notion, when rightly 
and fairly repreſented, has in it not only no- 
thing © unintelligible, ” but (as I before obſer- 
ved) nothing © liable ro” any real © Diffi- 
* cuties, ” For what Difficulty is there 
in 
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in apprehending © 2 Communication f all 
Thoſe © Divine Powers and Attributes,“ 
which the Scripture declares to be tommunica- 
ted; without prefuming to make Any deter- 
mination concerning fuch metaphyſical Noti- 
ons of Subſtance, as the Scripture never men- 
tions at all; and in Reaſoning about which, 
there always has been and cannot but be, a- 
mong ſpeculative Men, great Variety of Opi- 
nions ? So that *tis very wonderful, Dr V. 
ſhould. conſtantly ſo miſrepreſent the whole 
Queſtion, as to lay the main Streſs of the 
Argument perpetually, where the Scripture 
has laid no Streſs at all, and upon Points 
which (whatever Way they be determined). 
do in no wiſe affect the Truth of Any o 
Dr Clark?*s Propoſitions. For though Dr 
Clarke does indeed ſuppoſe it to be Sabellian, 
and alſo impoſſible in it ſelf, that the Son and 
Holy Spirit ſhould be (individually with the Fa- 
ther) the Self-exiſtent Being; yet if it Could 
be proved that Perſons not Self-exiſtent, could 
be generated or proceed (not only is ris tales 53 
ure, as the Council of Nice determined,) but 
even in the Self=exiſtent Subſtance itſelf, by 
the incomprehenſible Power and Will of Him 
who is The Alone Self-exiſtent Perſon; till 
Dr Clarke*s Propoſitions would remain All of 
them True and Untouched. 


E e 2 QUERY 
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-& Whether Gal. 4. 8. may not be enough to 
. © determine the *Diſpute betwixt us; ſince 
it obliged the Hoctor to confeſs that 
Cphridi is by Nature truly God, as truly: 
as Man is by Nature truly Man. 

« He equivocates, there, inaccud, as Uſuals 
« For, he will have it to ſignify ,' that 
* Chris? is God by Naturt, only as having: 
« by that Nature which he derives from 
« the Father, true Divine Power and 
ce. Dominion: that is, be is truly God by. 
« Nataie ,, as having a Nature diſtinct. 
% from aud inferior to God, 'wanting the 
„ moſt Effential Character of God, Self- 
& exiſtence, What is this but trifling with... 

„ Words, and playing fabi and looſe ? 


fcb. HE Son, © by that Nature which 
| © be derives from the Father, 

« bas True divine Power aud Dominion: 
That is to fay, he is Truly and Really (as. 
the Evangelist and the Apoſtle ſtiles him) 
hat G, or That Lord (Joh. 1; x, 3. and 
1 Cor. 8, 6,) BI or Through whom are all 
things. But yet, (not being Selfexiſeent; 
not being the Father and Fr Cauſe of all; 
not having his Perfections abſolutely of Him- 
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| ſelf, original, underived, and independent on 
Any; ) hè is not The Oze God, OF whom” ate 
all things. Whether the endeavouring to 
riaicule fo expreſs a Scripture-diſtinCtion , 
calling it *.Eqaivocating,” and © Trifling 
J with Words, and Playing fait and looſe ;?, 
whether This, I fay, be a Zeal according to 
Knowledge; and whether theſe Expreſſions 
(if decent) might not with far greater 
Juſtice be retorted upon Dr 's notion, of 
Self-exiſience not being a Real and Efential 
Perfection of. the God, from and of whom are 
all things; Lleave to the Reader to judge. 


QUERY XXV. 


« Whether it be not clear from all the genuine 
Remains cf Antiquity, that the Cat ho- 
«© lick Conrch before the Council of Nice, 
18 e and even from the beginning, did believe 
( the Eternity and Confubſtantiality of the 
Son; i either the oldeſt Creeds, as in- 
* terpreted by thoſe that recite them; or 
the Teſtimonies of the earlieſt Writers, 
* or the publick Cenſures paſs'd upon He- 
« reticks, or particular Paſſages of the 
« Autienteſt Fathers, can amount to a 
4 Proof of a thing of this Nature ? 
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 eAnſw. J Have already ſhown, that the 
| metaphyſical queſtion concerning 
« the Eternity and Conſubſtantiality of the 
£ Fon, no way affects the Truth of Any 
of Dr Clarke's Propoſitions. But here 1 
cannot but take notice, with what an un- 
reaſonable Preſumption This Query is word- 
ed. For None of © the oldeſt Creeds,” men- 
tion any thing of theſe Matters at all; and 
therefore Dr W. is forced to add, “ inter- 
* preted by thoſe that recite them.” And 
the moſt remarkable Cexſares paſſed upon 
& Hereticks” of old, were upon the Ebio- 
2ites, Who taught that Chriſt was a mere 
Man, in whom the Supreme God dwelt : and 
upon Cerint hus, who taught that the Son of 
God was not himſelf made man, but only 
united to a Man: and upon the YValentinians 
and Manichees and Cataphrygians, from 
whom aroſe the Doctrine of Neceſſary Ema- 
nations: and upon Sabellius and Paul of 
Samoſata, who taught (73 Tavlesowr) the no- 
tion of Individual Conſubſtautiality, And 
among the Fathers themſelves, there 
was great variety of opinion concerning theſe 
Matters : Some ſuppoſing that the Son was 
originally [the aiy& ,] the internal 
Reaſon of the Father; which is either ma- 
king him nothing but an Attribute, or ſup- 
poſing him to heve eternally exiſted only 
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mentally or ideally in the Father: And ſo 
did all other things. Others ſuppoſed him 
to have really exiſted, in the Father from 
Eternity, but not to have been emitted as a 
perſon or diſtinct Agent, till the time of cre- 
ating the material World. Others taught 
him to be a Part of the Father's Subſtance, 
as a Branch 1s part of a Tree; and Others, 
that he was co-7mmenſe with the Father's 
Subſtance. All which Notions are the leſs 
to be wondred at, conſidering how many 
-Philoſophers (according to the ſeveral Hypo- 
theſes of che times they lived in,) imagined 
All Spirits, and even Humane Souls, to be 
produced, not out of Nothing, but out of 
the Divine Subſtance: From whence tis 
evident, that zo mere Metaphylical Specu- 
lations ought to be made the Ground of Re- 
ligious Dottrines and Practices. However, 
One thing is clear from All Antiquity, (and 
Dr W. has not been able to allege any One 
paſſage from any Ante-Nicene Writer to the 
contrary ;) that They who believed the Son 
to have been Always with the Father, as a 
real Perſon; and to have been, not aut of 
Nothing, but out of the Father's Subſtance ; 
did All of them uniformly ſo explain it, as 
to aſſert with great diſtinctneſs, that they 
believed him to have been, not Se Hexiſting 
with the Approbation of the Father, (which 
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is Dr Hs notion, ) but Begotten BY the Power 
and BT the Will of the Father; and conſtant» 
ly obſerved That diſtinction, in their Rea» 
ſonings, and in their Worſhip. ' See Dy 
Clarke's Scripture-Doctrine, Part II. ( 17. 
See alſo above, the Anſwer to Query VIII. 
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QUERY, XXVI. 


© Whether the Doctor did not equivocate or 
« frevaricate ſirangely in ſaying, The Ge- 
_ © nerality of Writers before the Council 
of Nice, were, in the whole, clearly 
* on his ſide: when it is manifeſ}, they 
* were, in the general, no farther on hs | 
*« fide, than the allowing à Subordination 
* cmouuts to; no farther than our own 
* Church is on his ſide; while in the main 
«© Points of Difference, the Eternity and 
Conſubſtantiality, he) are clearly a- 
e gainſi him? That is, they were on his 
« fige, ſo far as we acknowledge him to be 
& right, but no farther, 1 5 


Auſu. 
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Affirmed à manifeſt Truth, in ſaying, The 
Generulity of Writers before the Council of 
Nice, were,” in the Whole, clearly on. hs 
ide: Becauſe they generally agree with 
him (as is evident from his numerous Cita- 
tions,) in al the Points laid down in his 
Propoſitions. The © Eternity and Conſub- 
“ f antiality,” are neither “ the main” (nor 
at all, the) © points of "difference;” becauſe, 
in what manner ſoever thoſe points be deter- 
mined, his Propoſitions are all nevertheleſs 
equally true. All that the Doctor contends 
for, is, that the Sapremacy of him whom 
the Apoſtle ſtiles the Oze God and Father of 
all, who is Above all; thould uniformly. and 
conſtantly be fo acknowledged, according to 
the Scriptures, as that All Worſhip ſhould be 
to the Glory of God, the Father. The con- 
Sequence of which, (as well as the plain Im- 
port of the numerous Texts cited to that 
purpoſe) is, that the Subordination of the 
Son, *-allewed” (as Dr W. confeſſes) by the 
Primitive Writers, is not a Subordination 
merely nominal, conſiſting (according, to 
Dr Waterland) in mere Pofution or Order of 
Words, which in the Truth of things is a 
Co-ordination; but that it is a real Subordi- 
nat ion of the Son to the Father in point of 


Authority and Dominion over the Univerſe, 
This is the main, the true and only Point, 
Which being uniformly, and conſſtently ac- 
knowledged; Metaphyſical Subtilties about 
Nature and Subſtance, never mentioned in 
Scripture, need not occaſion any Diſputes. 
All * eguzvocating and prevaricating®” in this 
matter, (if it be commendable to uſe ſuch 
Expreſſions,) lies in making Subordination to 
conſiſt in the mere order or placing of Words; 1 
which (however unvaried the poſition and 
order of the words be,) is in reality a Perfect 
Co- ordination. i 1 


QUERY XXVII. 


& Whether the Learped Doctor may not rea. 
& ſonably be ſutpoſed to ſay, the Fathers 
are on his ſide, with the ſame Meaning 
* and Reſerve as he pretends our Church- 

Forms to favour him; that is, provided 
« he may interpret as he pleaſes, and make 
* them ſpeak his Senſe, however contra. 
© diftory to their own: And whether the 

e true Reaſon why he does not care to ad- 
mit the Teſtimonies of the Fathers as 
&. Proofs, may not be, becauſe they are 
againſt him? 5 
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F. oAnſw. XX Hether Dr Clarke may not 
; : 'V Y reaſonably be © SUPPOSED' 
& t ſay,” Sc. And whether the true Reaſon 
MA not be,” Oc. are Queſtions proceed- 
ing merely from Zeal without Knowledge; 
and therefore need no Reply, . 


1 QUER Y XXVII. 


* Whether it be at all probable, that the pri- 
* mitive Church ſhould miſtake in ſo mate- 
* rial a Point as this is; or that the whole 
«< Stream of Chriſtian Writers ſhould mi- 
e ſtake in telling us what the Senſe of the 
* Church was; and whether ſuch @ Cloud 
« of Witneſſes can be ſet aſide without 
„ weakening the only Proof we have of the 
* Canon of Scripture, and the Integrity of 
I « the ſacred Text? 
eAnſw. Hether the Antient Writers 
1 \ y of the Church, were better 
skill'd in metaphyſical Speculations, than We 
at this day; and whether Determinations of 
Fathers and Councils are a proper and pro- 
bable Method of diſcovering the Truth in 
matters of controverſy ; are Queſtions which 
there is no occaſion here to enter upon; 
becauſe Paſſages of the Primitive Writers 2 
RW * 


22 ahne 


"ry 
favour of All that Dr Clarke has aſſerted, are 
innumerably More, and more pregnant, than 
can be alleged againſt any thing he has aſ- 
ſerted. But ſappoing the greater number 

of Antient Writers had miſtaken in This or 
Any other Point, yet it would not at all 

* weaken the only Proof 'we haue of the 

* Canon of Scripture, and the Integrity of the 

& Sacred Text:“ Becauſe Teſtimony is the 
Proper and Only Evidence of a Matter of 
Fatt, as that ſuch and ſuch Books were 
written by the Authors whoſe: Names they 
bear ; But even * whole Streams of Writers,” 

in matters of Controverſy, repreſenting Other 
mens opinions, otherwiſe than in the Words 

of the perſons themſelves, are No manner of 1 
Evidence at all. Should any man (for in- 
ſtance,) without reading Dr Clarke*s Books, 
judge from the Accounts of Dr Waterland 
and other ſuch Writers, what Dr Clarke's 
Aſſertions were; he would never have any 
manner of notion, wherein the True Streſs 

of the preſent controverſy lies. © 
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« Whether private Reaſoning, in a Matter , 


% gbove aur Comprehenſion, be a ſafer Rule 
* to Yo Y, than the general Senſe. and 
Judgment of the Primitive Church, in the 
4 fyſt 300 Tears; or, ſuppoſing it doubtful 
& dat the Senſe off the Church was within 
- © that Time, whether what' was determi- 
ned by à Council of 300 Biſhops ſoon 
et after, ' with the greateſt Care and Deli. 
. \%'Þberatian, and has ſatisfied Men of the 
greateſt Senſe, Piety, and Learning, all 
6 aver the Chriſtian World, for 1400 Tears 
4 ſince, may not ſatisfy wiſe and good Men 
4 n on 27 n = IB Pf 
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« fon,” a, metaphyſical Speculation, as Dr 


. conſtantly. miſrefreſents the State of the 
caſe. But the True Queſtion. is This. only: 
Whether it were not better to reſt ſatisfied 
with what the Scripture has Expreſs;y and 

Confeſſedly declared and commanded, than to 
build any Dottrrines or Practices, wherein 


the Worſhip of God is immediately concerned, 
upon metaphyſical Speculations not mentioned 


in Scripture, and upon controverted Conſe- 
quences | 


HE Matter in Queſtion, is not 
La thing above aur Comprehen- 


(062) 

e which depe nd upon the Truth or Ef- 
our of fallible Men s Philoſophical Notions: 

As to © the general l and Judgment of 
* rhe Primitiue Church in the firſt 300 
« Tears, and ©: what was determined by 42 
<< Council of 300 Biſhops ſoon after; tis 
very evident, (without entring into the 
Queſtion, bow far Determinations of Fathers 
and Councils are a proper and probable Method 
of diſcovering the Truth in Matters of Con- 
zroverſy ;) *tis very evident, I ſay, to any 
one who has ſtudied theſe Points, that ( as [ 


before obſerved)., the Paſſages of the Primi- 


tive Writers in Favour of al that Dr Clarke 
has aſſerted, are innumerably More, and more 
pregnant, than can be alleged ag ainft any 
thing he has aſſerted. Nor did the Couneil 


of Vice itſelf (though that's no Part of the 
true Queſtion concerning a Doctrine of 


Scripture,) determine any Thing that over- 
throws, or is inconſiſtent with, arty one of 
Dr Clarke's Propoſitions. Nor had That Coun- 
cil any Notion of the Conſequences, which 


Dr W's Philoſophy leads him to. 


QUERY 
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&« M herber, ſuppoſing the Caſe doubrful, it be- 
not a 'wiſe Man's Part to take the fafer 
Side; rather to think too highly, than 
too meanly of our Bleſſed Saviour; ra- 
ther to pay a modeſt deference to the Fudg-. 
nent „ the Antient and Modern Chureb, 
than to lean to one's own Underſtand- 
. ;y 2 2 = | 


Anſw. 

160 with irreſiſtible Strength: 
«& Whether,” ſuppoſing the Caſe doubtful, it be 
not à wiſe Man's Part tor take the ſafer 
© Side; rather to think too highly, than too 
e meanly, ” of God the Father Almighty,” 
and to be very tender of his Supreme and in- 
communieable Honour : © Rather to pay & 
« modeſt Deference, ” nay, a ſtrict and ſcrupu- 
lous Regard to the expreſs: Declarations and 
Commands of Scripture, © than to lean o 
the Adaitions of Any Humane and fallible | 
Judgment whatſoever ? This is a matter, that 
deſerves to be conſidered, with the utmoſt 
Care and Seriouſneſs. But to the Query, as 
Dr W. has propoſed it, I anſwer directly. 
* The ſafer Side, unqueſtionably, is _ 
| re 


HI 8 Query may be retorted : 
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here to expreſs Scripture, and (as I before ſaid) 
hot to build Any Dofrines or Practiſes, 
wherein the Wa#ſhip of God! i iſmnediately 
concerned, upon metaphyſical Speculations not 
mentioned in Sctipture,  and-ypon controver- 
ted Conſequences which depend upon the 


Truth or Errour of fallible Mens Eh ſophi- 


cal Notions. For (as this matter has been 


expreſſed in the Letter ro the late Reterend 


Mr R. M. pag. 179 © whethep the Son 
% and Holy. Ghoſt be equal, or nac equal, to 
« the Father; whether they be the ſame, or 
« not the ſame, with the Father; whether 
+ they berreally diſtin Perſons, or not really. 
« diftin® Perſons, but only Modes or 
„ Powers, imptoperly called Ferſons; whe- 
„ther the Son be conſubſtantial to the Fa- 
ther, or not \conſubſtantial ; Whether con- 
< ſubſtantial: ſignifies Individunlity of Sub- 
<«. ſtance, or only Derivation of vnd Subſtance 


« from Another; and which way ſoever innu- 


* merable other fuch Queſtions be determi- 
© ned; yet, to worſhip uniformly the One 
& God, the Father Almighty, ' even our Fa- 
& her which is in Heaven, through the In- 
& terceſjion of his only Son our Lora Feſut 
Chriſt, in the Manner the Scripture directs; 
* and, with regard to the Nature of the Son 
% and Holy Spirit, not to be wife above what 
* js Written, but to confine our ſelves 3 
| | lea 
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« leaſt in"Creeds and publick Prayer t) to tlle 

e clear and uncontroverted Expreſſions of 

« Scripturæ concerning Them and the Honour 

« due unto them; This (I fay) is undoubted- 

ly upon all poſſible Hypotheſes, right and 
_ « ſufficient in Practiſe, without Any Danger of 

« Errour-or Miſtake ; being what all fincere 

« Chriſtians might eaſily and moſt ſafely a- 

« gree in, and indeed all that they promiſe 

« at their Baptiſm : Whereas All Deter ina. 

tions beyond theſe clear Truths, and All 

4 publickly impoſed Practiſet built upon 
* ſuch Determinations, Always have been, 

and cannot hut be, Matter of Diſquiet to 
 &,sbe. Conſciences of many pious, Perſons, nde if 
'J (unleſs Men be too careleſs and indifferent = 
With Regard to Truth or Errour in Reli- 


„ glon) will unavoidably in their Conſe- 
2 "gr be the Cauſe of Diſputes alſo and 
ec . 


ontentions in the Church of God. 


a 


MY | 


QUERY XXXL. 


80 her ber any thing 55 than clear and evi- 
& dent Demonſtration, on tbe Side of A- 

rr 66 SRO, ought to move a wiſe and 

good Man, againſt fo great Appear- 
< ances of Truth, on the fide of Or- 
Son thodoxy, from Scripture, Reaſon, 
© and Antiquity: And whether w# 

* may not wait. long, —_— we Fare Such | 

ja WE Demonttration #- 


EAnſiw. HE Arian Opinion is, that 
Rs the Son of God was made 
our of nothing, and that there was 4 
Time when He was' not. Neither of theſe 
Things have been aſſerred by Dr Clarke; 
Nor has he any where affirmed any thing; 
from which either of theſe Notions can 


by 


( 


jñuſt Conſeguence be deduced; 

Ga "his ropolitions heing equally tru 

$i certain both from Reafon and 
Scripture, whatever the Subſtance, and 
how unlimited ſoever the Duration of the 
Son be:) And he conſtantly blames thoſe. 
who teach either of theſe Notions, as 
Men who preſumptuoully affirm what 
they cannot poſſibly know any thing of. 
Yer Dr W. will needs have his Reader 
believe, that Dr Clarke” contends for 
theſe Opinions merely becauſe He fan- 
fies, that from Dr Clarke's Notions, | 
(which he conſtantly miſrepreſents, ) ſuch | 
and ſuch Conſequences will follow, which 


Dr.-Clarke and Others have plainly and 
frequently ſhown mor to follow at all, 
Charging Men in this Manner with Con- 
ſequences, which they neither teach nor 
ſee ;, is, in philoſophical Queſtions, always 
unfair; in religious, always unjuſt ; 
and indeed nothing elſe, but appealing 
from Scripture = Reaſl, on to the Tono- 
rance and Superſtition * the Vulgar. 
J am fully perſuaded I could demon- 
ſtrat fe, that Dr W's Principles do, by 
True and "Neceſſary Conſequence, funda- 
mentally ſubvert both Al Science and All 
9 Religion: 
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HE RE will in ſome Time 
1 ed a Large and Farticular 
to Dr Warterland's Defenſe of - bis. 
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